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ABSTRACT 
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impact of the fee on enrollments; -and (31 present law with respect to 
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Legislature -on the continuation of the fee. A chart is provided, 
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Summary 



This report, discusses the mahdatbry statewide eh- 
roHment fee in the California Community Colleges 
that was in_stitUted_under_As_s^^ bf_l984. 
Statutory authorization for the fee required that the 
Co mmunity Colleges' Board of Gpy erriprs study the 
impact of the fee on enrollments and recommend pol- 
icy options for cbnsidefatiph when the authprizatibn 
expires in 1988; and it directed the Commission to 
comment on the Board's analysis and recommen- 
dations and to forward its comments and its own rec- 
ommendations to the Legislature. This report re- 
sponds to that mandate. 

The report provides ah overview of the fee legislation 
(Part One, pages 1-4), of enrollment changes in the 
Community Colleg^^^^^ (Part Two, pages 5-8), and of 
findings from a s^tewide study of the impact of the 
fee bh these enjrbllme^^ (Part Three, pages 9-16). 
Part Four on pages 17-23 then reviews the Board of 
Gbyerhprs* recbjriiriehdati^^^ cbh- 
tinuation of the fee in a form different from present 
law; analyzes how these recbrnmendat relate jb 
(1) past Commission policies on Community College 
fees; (2) the results of studies oh the impact of the fee 
oh enrollments; and (3) present law with respect to 
student fees in California's two public university 
systems; and concludes with Commission recommen- 
dations to the Governor and the Legislature on the 
cbhUhuatibh bf the fee._ A dis^^ oh page 23 com- 
pares the recommendations of the Board and Com- 
mission on nine sp^ irivblvirig the fee and 
related student financial aid. 

The Commission adopted this report on February 2, 
1987, bn the recbminehdati^^^ Policy Evalua- 

tion Committee. Further information about the re- 
port may be obtained from Jane V. Wellman of the 
Commissioh staff at (916) 322-8617 or from Suzanne 
Ness, the public irtf^rmation officer bf the Cbinmis- 
sion, at (916) 322-0145. 
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liitrdductibh 

This_ Commission report to the Governor and the 
fcegislature deals with the mandatory state wi^^^ 
rpllment fee in the^^^^ Gommunity Colleges 

that went into eifect in July 1984. the report, which 
is called for by the legislation that created the fee, is 
organized as follows: 

• Part One describes the provisions of the fee legis- 
lation; 

• Part Two review^ Community College enrollment 
changes since the 197135. 

• Part Three summarizes information from a studj^ 
of the stateMde iihp^^^ of the fee oh enrollments 
done by the Field Research Corporation for the 
Board of Governors of the Community Colleges; 

• Part Fotir reviews the Board of Governors* recom- 
mendations about statutory changes in the fee; 
arid 

• Part Five provides the Commission's analysis of 
the Board of Governors' recommendations, and 
concludes with the Cbrhrhissioh's own recbmmeh- 
datibhs oh the fee: 



Provisions of Assembly Bill Ixx 

The Legislature passed the Community Cojlege 
statewide M MIL as^^ Bill ixx (Statutes of 

1983-84, Second Extraordinary Session, Chapter 1), 
and Gdvenipr Deukm^i in January 

1984, to take effect the following July. The major 
provision of the law was the imjx)iitibh of a $50 per 
Semester fee for students enrolled for six or more se- 
mester units, or a $5 pet unit ^r semester ge for 
those enrolled in less than six semester units, except 
for students enrolled in non-credit coUrsel andthose 
receiving public assistance from Aid to Families 
with Dependent Clxildren (aFDC), Supplemental Se- 
curity Income (SSI/P), or general assistance pro- 
grams. 

Because Community College j»urses are frequently 
offered for three units, the effect of this differential 
between six or more units and less tl^an six was to 



charge students enrolled for tw^^^ courses the 

$50 fee, and students enrolled for one class a $15 fee. 



Fiscal impact of the fee 



When Assembly Bill IXX was passed, it was estimat- 
^ that it would save the General Fund some $74,7 
million in 1984-85 by charging student feei^and, in 
facti sayings have been very close to these initial 
estimates; Ninety-eight percent of the revenues 
from the fee were to be offs^^^ from local property 
taxes (although hot kept at the district le vel), there- 
by allowing fer State General Fund saving; while 
Commuhity College districts were allowed to keep 
the remaining 2 percent to pay the costs of admihis- 
terihg the fee. 

At the same time that it imixised the statewide fee^ 
Assembly Bill ixx disallowed Mveral lM^ fees that 
had been permitted to Be charg •'d at the discretion of 
district boards. (These changes are listed in Display 
1 Phpage 2.)_ As a result, the legislation eliminated 
an estimated $19.7 million in local revenues 
had been pre vid us ly collected and retained by some 
districts: This lost revenue was not replaced with 
State funds, |md thus dis^ with high permissive 
fees lost the most in revenues^ The result of this col- 
lapse of district fees was a differehtial change in the 
level of fees charged to students from one district to 
another, brie district ^ Coachella Valley - charged 
students less after the statewide fee was imposed 
than before, while most charged more, as this table 
indicates: 

Net change in Fees Number of Dislriets 



Reduction 




1 


Increase: 


$0 - 


$12 


10 




$13- 


$25 


33 




$26- 


$37 


26 


total 






70 



No district increased its fees more than $37 over the 
previous semester* and the average n^^ wjo 
ah increase of 521 per semester before financial aid. 
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DiSPLAY I Student Fee Changes in California 
Community Colleges Prior to and After 1984 



Nbhresidaht Tuitidh 
Cpmmuhity Services Classes 
Classes Not Eligible for ADA 
Mandatory Ehrbllment Fee 
Eye Protection Devices 
Field Trips 

In-State Field Trip Insurance 
Out-bf-State Field Trip Insurance 
Ihstructibhal Materials 
Sale of Student Prbduct 
Materials Fee for Adult Glasses 
Health 



Child Development Centers 
Pbmutbries 
Late Application 
Medical Insurance for Athletes 
Use of Nbhdistrict Facilities 
Program Changes - Adds 
Program Changes - Drops 
Student Records 
TrsUispprtatibh for Adults 
Reduction bf Cbmrhbri Fares 



X 
X 

X 

X 
X 
X 

y, 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 



X 
X 
X 
X 

X 



X 



X 
X 
X 



X 
X 



* Whdc^ the instrUctidnal - materials fee was elimina ted, 
subsequent legisIaUon required the Board of Governor^ to 
develop Title 5 regulations ailowihg students to be charged for 
materials that they retain after the class. 

Source: Adapted from Chancellery. California Community 
Colleges, 1986, page A- 1 . 



Display 2 on page 3 ranks all 70 cUstricts Jh terms of 
their annual net fee increase, both before and after 
the distribution of financial aid. 



Provisions for financiai aid 

In order tb ehsure that Ibw-incbme students were not 
denied access to Community Colleges because of the 
fee, the Legislature and appropriated $15 

million per fiscal year to the Chancellery to used 
1^ establish a new Community C^^^ Finan- 
cial Aid Program: The appropnation to be used 



to pay for automatic fee waivers for students on pub- 
lic assistance as well as grants to coyer the costs of 
fees for needy students. Students who wanted to re- 
ceive grants had to demonstrate eligibility for finan- 
ciaj^id by cbmpleting the Student Aid Application 
Form required of all applicants for student aid in 
Califbrhia. 



The Board Fihahcial Aid Program was administered 
pursuant to regulations developed by the Board bf 
GovembrSj so tlm was commonality among 

the districts in criteria for student eligibility for the 
awards. However, deci individual col- 

lege-level administration of the program were liefl to 
each district. Some districts admihistered the aid at 
the college site, while others chose to administer it at 
the district level. 

The administratiye burde^^^ of the program proved 
to be too cumbersome for it to be administered 
smoothly. Problems ranged, frbm cbmplaihts about 
understafEihg in the offices to the complexity of the 
application process incjuding the pa^rwbrk re^ 
quired for students to complete the application form, 
differences among the districts in their ca^ 
handle the program meant that students in some dis- 
tricts had better access to aid than those else where- 
a discbhtinuity thai wa.« hot juctified on policy 
grounds: An example of this^ discontinuity is Sug- 
gested in Display 2 by the difierehces in net fee in- 
crease and discounted fee increase after financial 
aid. While some bf the dispaxities between these two 
figures are certainly attnbutable to the relative 
wealth of the student pppu!atibhs, th^ prbb- 
ably does not explain the extent of the gaps. For in- 
stance, the annual fee increase at the Cpmptbh CbTi- 
muhity College District was $38.57, which was sub- 
sequently discounted with financial aid to an ai^riual 
fee incxease of just $7.^9. In contrast, among the fcos 
Angeles Community Colleges, the annual fi|e in- 
crease was $57,83,^ bhly dropped to $50.84, 
even with financial aid. 

Finally, there was also evidence that>he Communi- 
ty Colleges sj^nt 1^^^^ half of the $15 million 
first-year appropriation for financiai aid, evidently 
due more to their adnunistrative prbble^ 
the funds to the students in a timely manner than 
the fact that there were not students mth dembh^ 
strated need, (Lr ter analysis by the Field 'Research 
Corporation showed that close to one-half bf the stu- 
dents on public assistance who should have received 
auSo-iiatic waivers of the fees did not get themj 
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DISPLAY 2 Net Anriuat Fee Increase Resultirig from the Statewide Fee LegMaiion, by Communm 
Cdttege District, Between 1383 and 1984 



Rank bisttict 


lAraiuaL 
Increase 


Increase 

After 
Financial 


Rank 
After . 
financial 
Aid 


xvariK t/lSiriCi 




Increase 

After 
Financial 


Rank 
After 
Financial 




Increase 


Aid 










3 


36 San Mateo 


$41.85 


$40.37 


29 


4 pequoias 


69.26 


65.27 


2 


37 Mt. San Antonio 


41.50 


39.88 


32 


3 Santa C Ian ta 


67.17 


65.88 


i 


38 San Jose 


41.49 


34.07 


39 


4 ban Diego 


65.83 


59.28 


5 


39 Antelope Valley 


41.06 


35.31 


36 


m- o • _- - - 

5 San Francisco 


65.66 


57.43 


7 


40 Shasta-tehama-Trinity 


40.73 


27.71 


47 


6 Los Rios 

^ C^l o^ - * 


62.76 


57.48 


6 


41 Gaviian 


40.42 


33.98 


40 


7 El Camino 


62.24 


59.57 


4 


42 Victor Valley 


40.26 


31.54 


42i 


T^-- 1 

8 Paloniar 


60.88 


50.27 


16 


43 Butte 


39.75 


31.36 


44 


9 Riverside 


60.49 


54.98 


9 


44 S'^orth Orange 


39.67 


37.16 


34 


id Chalfev 




OD.OI 


Q 
O 


45 ralo Verde 


39.10 


26.64 


48 


I 1 TJT — 1. tt 

II nartnell 


58.39 


54.71 


w 


46 Compton 


38.57 


7.49 


66 


1A T -A- 1 

12 Los Angeles 


57.83 


50.84 


14 


47 Sonoma 


38.54 


34.55 


38 


13 Peralta 


56.96 


40.89 


27 


48 Soath County 


35.70 


33.07 


41 


14 Contra Costa 


56.47 


52.46 


11 


49 Mt. Safi Jacinto 


35.34 


26.59 


50 


15 Barstdw 


56.16 


41.97 


25 


56 bong Beach 


35.26 


25.11 


52 


16 Napa 


55.68 


48.97 


18 


51 Siskiyou 


34.63 


24.69 


53 


VtJ- ^Ai 1/*- - - - 

17 WestKern 


55.33 


50.30 


15 


52 Mira Costa 


34.03 


31.54 


42f 


18 San Bernardino 


55.31 


49.81 


16 


53 Rancho Santiago 


33.55 


29.36 


45 


1? Fremont-?^ewark 


53.97 


52.2B 


12 


54 Yosemite 


32.67 


26.52 


51 


20 Grossmont 


53.87 


5i.J6 


13 


55 Redwoods 


32.49 


27.30 


48 


21 Southwestern 


53.68 


46.12 


20 


56 Kern 


32.48 


28.50 


46 


22 San Joaquin 


52.34 


40.35 


30 


57 Imperial 


30.95 


16.95 


59 


23 Citrus 


52.02 


49.43 


17 


58 State Center 


30.39 


20.42 


57 


24 Lassen 


50.93 


37.91 


33 


59 Mendocino Lake 


26.40 


15.60 


61 


25 Santa Barbara 


50.78 


45.87 


21 


66 Pasadena 


25.76 


22.96 


54 


26 West Valley 


50.76 


48.58 


19 


61 Coast 


25.16 


22.83 


55 


27 Cabrillo 


48.15 


42.60 


24 


62 Rio Hondo 


24.16 


21.52 


56 


28 San Lms Obispo 


46.58 


45.75 


22 


63 Allan Hancock 


21.72 


18.93 


58 


29 Yuba 


46.38 


36.18 


35 


64 Sierra 


21.61 


16.52 


60 


30 West Hills 


46.11 


41.37 


26 


65 Glehdale 


18.41 


14.93 


62 


31 Saddleback 


45.65 


44.65 


23 


66 Ventura 


16.26 


12.85 


63 


32 Marin 


44.87 


39.78 


33 


67 Footfiill 


15.26 


12.52 


64 


33 Monterey Peninsula 


44.33 


40.26 


31 


68 Santa Monica 


15.18 


11.47 


65 


34 Merced 


43.16 


35-29 


37 


69 LakeTafioe 


3.29 


2.21 


62 


35 Cerritos 


43.10 


40.71 


28 


70 Coachella Valley 


.8.04 


-10.27 


68 



Sbiirce: Chancellery. Califoniia CbmmunlQr Coneges. 
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Because of these pfoblemSi _t]ve Ljg^^^^ Cfdv- 
ernor apprbveS Board-sponsored legislation in the 
1984-85 session alidwirig the Cbmmuhi Colleges to 
keep 7 percent of the $l5-iniHion appropriation to 
allow for a state^irie increase, in staff in the finah- 
cial aid offices. The Legislature and Sovernor also 
subsequently approved the use of a shortened apjjji 
cation form for Cdihihuhity College students apply- 
ing for Board Financial Assistance Program grants. 



Provisions for budgetary 
consequences of enrdllmeiit losses 

Because- of concern about the enrollment losses that 
were occur n 1983-84 year as a result of the 

fee impassi^ between the Governor and the Legisla- 
ture, the £uial_ state w fee iegislatioh contained a 
clause that protected districts with one-time enroll- 
ment josses in 1983-84 frolm losing all of their aver- 
age-daily-attendance revenues in the subs^uent 
year. (The current Community CdUege 
mi^hamsin provides for average daily attendance to 
be reimbursed in the year a/^er the enroll me^^^ 
or gains, and thus enrollment losses occurring in 
1983-84 would normally Jje reflected in budget re- 
ductiohs in 1984-S5.) The provision was subse- 
quently extended to 1984-85 under Chapter 274, 
Statutes of 19^^^ that Josses in average daily 
attendance occurring in 1984-85 below 1982-83 lev- 
els did libt result in the entire ambuht of budget re- 
ductions to the districts in 1985-86 that Senate Bill 
815 called for 



Study of the impact 

of the fee on enroUments 

A key provision of the final compromSe reached be- 
tween the Governor alid the Legislat^^^ oh the mah- 
datbry fee was an agfeenient to study its impact of 
the fee on enrollments j>rior4;o termin ^e 
in the middle of the 1987-88 fiscal year; Assembly 
BiiJ IKX thus contained an appropriation of 
$100,000 to the Board of Gbvernbrs of the Communi- 
ty Colleges for a study to attempt to assess the fee's 
impact oh all of the following: 

1. Student ehrbllmehts: 



2. Ethnic distribution of students; 

3. Income distribution of students: 

4; Distribution of full-time/part-dme students; 

5; Changes in the staffing requirements and costs 
of administratibh; 

6. The availability of federal, State and other 
sources of financial aid; and 

7. The administration and distribution of the Board 
Financial Aid Prbgram by the Chancellery and 
the districts. 

The Board of Governors'^tudy was to be s^^ 
tb the Joint Leg^^^ Budget Committee and the 
Postsecondary Education Commission by January 1, 
1987. with a final report to both bodies by July 1, 
1987. Assembly Bill ixx also directed the Commis- 
siph to subnut i^^^^ commehts and recommen- 

dations on the Board's report to the Legislature. 

The statewide fee legislation is due to statutorily ex- 
pire or "sunset'' bhJa^ 1988, At that time, 
the statewide fee will either be eliminated, renewed, 
or j-epiaced with another he^ pbtehtially structured 
difTerently than the current one: Whatever the reso- 
lution of that issue^ steps wijl need to be taken in the 
develbpmeht of the 1987-88 State budget to antic- 
ipate its fiscal consequenc^es e^^^^^^ by aiiumihg 
cohtinuihg revenue to the Community Colleges from 
student fees in the event that a statewide fee is cbn- 
tinued or by replacing lost fee revehUe with other 
funds. At current enrollment levels, the State would 
require apj)rbAima^ million annually to re- 
place these lost revenues. 

In order that the budget not be disrupted in the mid- 
dle of the 1987-88 budget year, some steps will there- 
fore have to be taken by the Governor and the Legis- 
lature in the next seven moht^ address the fee 
question, the Governor's proposed 1987-88 budget 
revenues from the ^e cbhtihuing at curreht levels 
through the end of the fiscal year. In anticipation of 
the need for some legislative actibh in the Spring of 
1987, the Board of Governors in Becember of 1986 
acted to endorse a draft report to the Govern 
the Legisld cure with recommendations for future fee 
policy. The Board took final action on these recbm- 
mendatibhs in January, 1987 as is explained in Part 
Four below. 



Enrollment Changes Since the 1970s 



BJICAU^E the effect of the statewide mandatory fee 
on eommunity College enrqllments since 1984 c^^^^ 
not be isolatM analytically from other factors affect- 
ing: enrollments, these enrollment changes are best 
viewed in historical and institutional context. 



The 1970s and 'SBs 



the 1980s have been a decade of diflicuUy for the 
Galifornia eommunity Colleges, compared to their 
decade of unprecedehted^P'^ the 19705. 

Headcount enrollments in the 7d£ grew by oyer 67 
percent overall - from 826,596 in 1970 to 1,383,236 
in 1980, compared to only 19 percent for the Uni- 
versity of California and 14 percf rit for the State 
University. In contrast, the *80s have been a period 
of fiscal stringency and enrollment stabilizatio for 
the Community Colleges, while the enrollments for 
other sectors of postsecondary education have con- 
tinued to grow. 



Effects of Propositior. 13 
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The fiscal problems for the Community Colleges be- 
gan in June 1978 with the passage of Proposition 13 
and ah immediate rollback in local proi^rty taxes. 
Budget cuts in 1978 resulted in a Fall 1978 enroll- 
ment decline of 12.3 percent -- the largest single- 
year enrollment decline to date. Prp|wsitiori 13 als^^ 
had_ the long-term effect of changing the base of fis- 
cal control from one shared between IbMl and State 
government to one dictated ehtireiy by the State. 

The post Prbphosi^^^ fiscal problems persisted at 
the State level into the early 1980s, when they were 
cpmpouhded by a^ recession. State bud- 

gets for all levels of education - from elementary 
education in the fchobls to doctoral study at the Uni- 
versity - were shrinking alon^ with cost-of-living 
increar^es, resultmg in ihadeqM inflationary fund- 
ing, eroding salaries, and deferrai of important proj- 
ects. The Community Colleges Md M compete for 
funds as never before with the California State Uni- 

i2 



versity and the University of Califprnia, and the two 
universities had a long history of competition in the 
State budget process. 

The climate of fiscal strihgehcy in^ Community 
Colleges was accomparied by increased questioning 
of their educational purppses a^^ priorities, which 
was reflected in budget action m 1981-82 to limit 
funding for their non-credit enrollments a^ to reim- 
burse average-daily-attendance growth at incremen- 
tal rather I** an full-cost rates --two kinds of funding 
difiefentiai., \at do hot exist for the two public uni- 
versities. In che 1982 Budget Act, the Lep^^ 
developed a new policy. that ''recreatiohai and avo- 
cational" courses should not be State-supported but 
instead should be paid for with student fees, and as a 
result their State budget for 1982-83 was reduced by 
130 million, thus in the Jall of 1982, Community 
Cbl lege enrollments - which had been growing since 
Proposition 13 at an annual rate of 7,8 percent per 
year -- fell by 4.6 percent overall from l,423,727_to 
1,358.006. Non^credit enrpllmehts dropped by 7.0 
percent, and credit enrollments by 4.3 percent (Dis- 
play 3). 

A Commissioji survey done to assess the impact of 
the 1982-83 Budjget constraints oh the Community 
Colleges showed pervasive across-the-^board reac- 
tions to budget cuts, with slowed enrollments, 
course reductions^ deferrai of equipment purchases^ 
and staff and faculty reductions (Californt Postsec- 
ondary Education Commission, 1983). 



1983 problems 

In 1983, the budget difriculties of che Commuhity 
Colleges grew worse virhen Governor Deukmejian 
vetoed nearly $106 million - or 7,5 percent - from 
their budget, with the expectation that they would 
make up this amount by imposing a general student 
charge of $5Q per sen^^^^ for those students taking 
six units or more and $30 per semester for those tak- 
ing fewer than six units. The Legislature refused to 
authorize those charges, and the colleges liad no way 
to Qi£lke up the revenue loss. 



DISPLAY 3 Credit and Non-Credit EnroUments in the Cdliforhid Community Cotteges, Fall 1981 
fhroagh Fait 1985 



1.500,000 



1,423,727 



1.350,000 



1,200,000 



1,050,000 



12% 



1,358,006 



900,000 



750,000 
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CREDIT 
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1,225,565 



12.5% 



1,144,267 1.154,028 




FAtt 1981 
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FAU 1983 



FALL 1984 



FAU 1985 



Source: Chancellery, California Community Colleges, 1986 
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The stalemate over Fees and funding continued 
throujfh the Fail 1983 semester^ arid colleges dcrjDss 
the State further reduced course ofTerings and 
turned jiway students who could not be accom 
dated (California Postsecondary Education Sommis- 
sion. 1985). The result of the stalemate was an eri- 
rpllment loss of more than 132,441 students, or close 
to 9:7 percent — the biggest single-year ioss since 
Pjbjwsitiplri 13. All of these losses oc ainohg 
credit students, whose numbers declined by 11 per- 
cerit), while riori-credit^ e^^^ actually in- 

creased slightly. A Commission survey of the Fall 
1983 erirdllmerit losses ^^^^ 

among students enrolled for six units or less (an 11 
percent decline), fallowed by a 7 percerit loss for stu- 
dthts enrolled for between six and twelve Finits, as 
well as a 7 percent decline among full-time students. 

The^^uality of data about the distributiori j^^^ 
1983 declines among ethnic groups is unfortunately 
not good, since that year saw a change iri the way 
suchLdaM were collected, and the information :s not 
comparable from one year to the next. For iristarice^ 
over one-half ^b^^ ehrblliheht decline took place 
among students who were classified by ethnicity as 



"other and no-response," which casts diub^^ oh any 
cbriclusibhs about ethnic enrollm^ trends by eth- 
nicity after the 1982 baselirie period. Iri spiteof the 
data problems, some preliminary signs of differen- 
tiai enrollment patterns by ethnicity did appear, as 
Display 4 below shows: Black ehrbllirient declined 
proportionately the most - by 7.1 percent. White 
erirpUmerit losses fpU owed at 4.3 percent; while the 
number of American Indian students declined 3.7 
percent arid Hispanic, enrbUm^^ 2.5 
percent. Bnly Asian and Pacific Islander students 
registered a gairi 5.8 percerit 



Fall 1984 declines 

The impasse between the Grovernor and the Legisla- 
ture over fees was resolved in Jariuary of 1984, with 
the new statewide fee to go into effect that fall - and 
that fall's credit enroUmerits registered a third 
straight declihe: a of 90,547 students or 8:4 per- 
cent. These losses were partially offset with a 9.2 
percerit increase among nbn-credit student ehroU- 



DISPLAY4 Caiifornia Commumty CoUege Credit EhroU merits, by Ethnicity, Fall 1982 Through Fail 1985 



Ethhic Group 


Information 


Fall 1982 


Fall 1983 


Fall 1984 


Fall 1985 


AH Students 


Number 
Percent Change 


1,205,585 


1,072,392 
-11.0% 


981,845 
-8.4% 


991,658 
+ 1.0% 


White 


Number 
Percent Change 


732,892 


701,713 
-4.3% 


641,948 
-8.5% 


645,639 
+ 0.6% 


Hispanic 


Number 
Percent Change 


135,796 


132,611 
-2.3% 


119,736 
-9.7% 


126,930 
+6.0% 


Black 


Number 
Percent Change 


102,997 


95,666 
-7.1% 


76,a71 
-19:5% 


77,207 
+0.3% 


Asian and 
Pacific Islander 


Number 
Percent Change 


99,407 


105,147 
+ 5.8% 


103.863 
-1.3% 


168,952 
+ 5:6% 


American 
Indian 


Number 
Percent Change 


17,666 


17i009 
-3.7% 


i:5,aa7 

-11.8% 


13;6ig 
-9.2% 


Qtfier and 
No Response 


Number 

Percent Change 


116,833 


29,348 
-74.9% 


26,162 
-10.9% 


22,829 
^12.7% 



Source: Chancellery, California Cominanity Colleges: 
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ments, however, so combined credit and non-credit 
enrdiiments declined only 6.6 percent. 

Data on the ethn^^^^ characteristics of credit erirbll- 
ments was collected in a consistent manner between 
Fall 1983 and Fall 1984, thus making it possible 
see changes by ethnic categories with some confi- 
dence. These figures show credit enrbilments for 
Black students down by an alarming 19.5 percent, 
American Indian enrollments off 11.8 percent, His- 
panic ehrollments off 9.7 p)ercent, and white enroll- 
ment losses of 8.5 percent. Asian and Pacific Island- 
er ehrbllmehts fell the least -- a mere 1.3 percent. 



1985 stabilizatidn 



The 1985-86 budget for the Community Colleges 
represented a return to stability. With the slight ex- 
ception of a change in the method of distribution of 
student aid^ rib budgetary br bther policy changes for 
the Community Colleges occurred for the first time 
since 1981. 

This budgetary stability was matched with a stabili- 
zation in credit enrollments, which increased be- 
tween 1984^85 arid 1985-86 by 1.0 percent. (Non- 
credit enrollments remained virtually unchanged.) 
This increase did not occur iri ail districts, however 
Many large urban districts, such as bos Angeles and 
Sacramento^s Los Rios, continued to experierice de- 
clines. However, the statewide stabilization seems 
to have occurred in virtually all ethnic categbfies: 
Hispahic enrollments were up 6 percent, Asian and 
Pacific Islander enrollments grew by 5.0 perc^rit> 
white enrollments rose 0.6 percent, arid Black 
enrollments increased 0.3 percent, although decline 
cbhtiriued amorig American Indian students and 
those categorized as "other/no-response" - 9.2 per- 
cent arid 12.7 percent, respectively. 



Summary 

The overall result of the budgetary and policy 
changes iri the CbrilmUriity Colleges over the 1981- 
82 through 1985-86 years are thus as follows: 

• Overall enrollments are down by over a quarter oF 
a million students, or close to 19 percent of total 
1981 erirbllriierits; 

• Virtually all of these declines occurred amorig stu- 
derits erirblled for credit courses, resulting in an 
especially heavy budgetary penalty because of the 
way that California funds its Community Col- 
leges; 

• The heaviest statewide enrollment declines oc- 
curred in Fall 1983, or before the statewide fee 
was iristituted, but the quality of information 
about the ethnicity of students for that year does 
nbt allbw firm conclusions about v/here those loss- 
es occurred; 



• Fall 1984 saw additional enrollment declines that 
were especially pronounced amorig Black stu- 
dents; and 

• The student populatidri iri 1985-86 as compared to 
the 1981-82 population is smaller, with propor- 
tionately more Hispariic, white, arid Asiari stu- 
dents, and fewer Black students. 

What ether changes may have occurred - in course- 
taking patterris, for example, br in students' income 
levels - are questions that are partially answered in 
the next sectibris of this report. But the specific 
causes of the enrollment declines - and the extent to 
which these declines were caused by the new fee or 
by State budget actions and other factors - cannot be 
answered with absolute precisiori. 
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Statewide Impact of the Fee 



The statewide data base 

Statewide data on the impact of the fee on student 
enrollments were developed from questionnaire 
surveys by the Field Research Cor^ on con- 

tract to the Ghancellery. (Appendix Aof this report 
reproduces the questidnnaire.) Field Research con- 
ducted a benchmark survey tn the spring of 1984 
and then repeated it in the spring of 1985 Jihd_^^^^^^ 
by sehdihg questionnaires to a stratified random 
sample of students enrolled at 62 of the State's 106 
Commuhity Colleges. The statewide response rate 
from the three years was 69 percent in J^984, 66 pet- 
ceht in _1_98_5, and 62_percent ih 1986. The universe 
for the study was^the total Call active- enroll ment of 
the 62_coll_egei. Thus the Spring 1984 sample was 
compared to Pali 1983 enrellments (a year before the 
fee went into efiect), while the Sprihg 1985 sample 
was compared to Fall 1984 enrollments (the first se- 
mester the fee), and the_Spring_ 1986 sample to 
Fall 1985 enrollments (the second year of the fee) ft 
is not kndwTi how much, if at alJi^these comparisohs 
of the sample of spring term students to the universe 
of fall enrollments biasexl the sufvey results, but Ap- 
pendix B provides details about the sample^ the sur- 
vey methodology, and the development of the statis- 
tical weights. 

The Chahcellery conducted ah analysis of the causes 
of the enrollment decline using a multivariate re- 
gressioh technique to attempt to isolate the efTect of 
the fee from other factors impinging on enrdllmerits. 
This ahalysis shb_\^^^^ of factors that com- 

bined with the fee to cause enrollment declines, in- 
'-/"^•-'^g ijnprbyed employm^^^ opportunities, a re- 
dK :uo/i in the number of high school graduates, low 
hdusehbld incom starting dates for fall 

classes in some districts. The Chancellery'sanalysis 
also showed the sharpest ehrollmeht declih oc- 
curred ih districts where a number of those factors 
interacted. For instance, byerall net fee increa in 
the Los Angeles district were among the highest in 
the State, average household income^ 
the lowest, and the Los Angeles colleges began their 
Fall i984 classes earlier than iri previous years. 



Fuidihgs of the study 

In briefs the findings from the 62 colleges match 
those from all 106 reported in Part Two above arid 
provide additional ihfbrihatibh as well: 

1: The loss of enroll ments first experienced in Fall 
1983_cbhtjhued in Fall 1984 after the fee was put 
in place, but the post-fee loss was less than it had 
been the_preyiojLi|_falL_ Enrollments stabilized in 
Fall 1985 - the second year that the fee was in 
place and after the acQustmehts in the administra- 
tion of financial aid had taken place. 

2. EnrbJlmerit decline^^^^ all ethnic groups, al- 
though there were differences in the rate of de- 
cline between ethnic grbups. Black student en- 
rollments continued to decline at a faster rate 
than bther categbries, while Asian enrollments 
lost the least. 

3. A slight shjft ih rejwrtM inco occurred imme- 
diately after the fee went into efTect. Enrollment 
losses were hea^^^ with the lowest 
household incomes, perhaps explaining a shift in 
the prbportibns of students ^ft^^ lower- and mid- 
die-income ranges to the upper ranges the first 
year of the fee. This shifl was Jlightly reversed in 
the second year with the Better availability of fi- 
nancial aid and the smobther functibnihg o^ fi- 
hahcial aid process. (The displays oh the next two 
pages show the personal and parental income re^ 
ported by the respondents in each year by ethnic 
group.) 

4. After the fee was imposed, a pronounced shift oc- 
curred away from students taking between six 
arid 11 units toward taking only three units, al 
though the percentage of studerits taking 1 2 driits 
stayed roughly the same, as Display 5 below 
shows. 



These changes led to the dijtributibris bf studerits 
by acaderiiic load shown in Oisplay 6; 

5. The number of studerits receiyirig Pell awards de- 
creased ih 1984 as Display 7 shows, although the 
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DISPLAY 5 Student Enrbllmehis by Credit 
Hoar Loads, 1983 Through 1985 



Units 
Attempted 



Percent Change ill Credit 
Enrolirherit from Prior Y e ar 





1983 


1984 


1985 


Less than 3 




m 


+ 8% 


3^5 


-11 


-3 


0 


6-8 


-8 


-20 


0 


9-11 


-7 


=10 


-3 


12-14 


=6 


-1 


-3 


15 or More 


-12 


=6 


-5 


All Students 


-8 




0 


Source: Draft analysisof the impact of the fee on 



ehrbilrhehts, Chariceiiery, November 1986. 



DISPLAY 6 Percentage Distribution of Credit 
Students by Academic Load, 1933 through 1985 

\J tit ti^O *^TtlnC»ll|Jt«CU 



dto5 9 
6 to i 1.9 
12 or more 



1983 
43.0% 
30.3 
26.7 



Stadenta 

1984 
45.5% 
27.5 
27.0 



redit 
1935 

46.7% 

27.3 

26.0 



Source: Draft analysis of the impact of the fee on 
ehroilmehts. Chancellery, November 1986. 



DISPLAY 7 Pell Grants Jn SB California 
Community Colleges, 1982 Through 1985 







Total 


Average 


Year 


Recipients 


Amoant 


Grant 


1982-83 


69,765 


$39,885,637 


$572 


1983-84 


66,201 


37,906,389 


573 


1984-85 


63,515 


45,721,927 


720 


1985-86 


67,306 


57,834,228 


859 



Source: Chancellery, California Commonity Colleges. 



average award level actually increased, possil 
because of changed federal regulations that 
allowed higher maximum grants. The numBer of 
awards rose in 1985, although not to the level of 



1983-84. These changes in federal aid appear to 
be primarily attributable to overall changes in en- 
roilments rather than to increased need caused by 
the fee. The Ghahcellery's statistics indicate that 
neither Cal Grant awards ribr iristitiitibrialiy 
ruhded financial aid awards appear to have been 
affected by the fee. 

6. Thi) Board Financial Assistance Program did not 
have the mitigating effect on enrollment losses 
that it was expected to have . Less than half of the 
$15 million estimated to be needed to offset fee in- 
creases for needy students were spent in both 
years (Display 8). 



DISPLAY 8 Awards Under the Board 
Financial Assistance Program, 1984-85 and 
1985-86 



Category 

Awards 
Expenditures 
Average Award 



144,238 
$4,943,672 
$34 



^85-86 

189,985 
$7,514,234 
$41 



Source: Chancellery, California Community Colleges. 



Although the aid awarded was significantly less 
than appropriations made, the Field Research 
CorpHoration data showed that more than half of 
students receiving public assistance and thus 
automatically eligible for a grant in the form of a 
waiver did not receive grant aid. 

7. The fee appears to have slightly increased admin- 
istrative costs and required hew staff to meet the 
costs of the fee. A survey taken By the Ghancellery 
of college effort during 1984-85 indicates that: 

• Nine out of every ten colleges either changed or 
established new procedures to collect the new 
fee; 



©ver half required additional staffing for this 
purpose: 

Ov^r half of the colleges incurred substantial 
start-up costs, and 

Three of every five colleges felt there would be 
cbhtihuirig costs for fee administration. 
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DISPLAY 9 Mean rwome of y^^^^^ Iridepejident Community College Students, by Ethnicity 

1984 Through 1986. Adjusted for Inflation 



Amounts in Thousands of Dollars 



Total 



Native 
American 



Asian 



Black 



White 



Hispanic 



Filipino 



Other 



Unknown 



)9B4 
19BS 
t9B6 



Slab 



$18.9 




rce: Field Research Corporation surveys. 



DISPLAY 10 



rAeah Parental Income of fXruxhviaUy Dependent Community College Students 
by Ethnicity, 1984 Through 1986, Adjusted for Inflation 



AftibUhts in Thbtisahds of Dollars 



Total 



American 



Asian 



Black 



White 



Hispanic 



Filipino 



Other 



Unknown 



1984 
196S 
1986 

1984 
1985 
1986 

1984 
1985 
1986 

1984 

1985 

1986 

1984 

198S 

1986 

1984 
1985 
1986 

1984 
198S 
1986 
1984 
198S 
1986 

,1984 
19BS 
1986 



$27 7 




5 $29 8 Vr 



.-/•rj-.-fr • 
rtrt'tf- 
.-/.•>- rf. 



$115 



- $10 5 r: 



r\ !V_"»_, f r. /. -w. rr 5-, *r,ri 



I $15.8 ; [ 




= $16.1 5 










|$ir2j 














]■ $177 i- ij^i i: :M ^ ^ 




— $18.8 --^ 




ill 




'*./> kt:rft rr-'in 





Source: Field Research Corporation surveys. 
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As noted in Part 0ne, the original fee legislation 
ailowed for 2 percent of the fee revenue to be kept 
at the district level to help pay for the administra- 
tion of aid. this percentage of the $1.4 million 
total allowed for around $13,(566 per college in in- 
creased administrative support. The Chancellery 
ihterpreted the legislative intent to mean that 
these revenues should be used to cover the costs of 
fee cdllectibh and should not be made available for 
financial aid administration. In 1985. when the 
administrative burden on financial aid ofUces was 
demonstrably greater than that associated with 
collecting the fee, the Legislature and Gfovernbr 
approved the appropriation of slightly over $1 
million to the Community Colleges to increase fi- 
nancial aid oflice stalling. 

6onciasions 

Many social, economic, and educational factors iri- 
nuence ehrbllments in all sectors of California post- 
secondary education, but because of^the educational 
mission of the State's Community Colleges and the 
^pulations from which they draw their students, 
they have historically had much more volatile en- 
rollments than other colleges and universities. 
Their enrollment over the last five years showed a 
steady decline for all ethnic groups, reversing the 
trends for the prior two decades when ehrbllments 
grew rapidly for all groups These enrollment de- 
clines have been propoftibnately the greatest for the 
m^or underrepresented ethnic groups of Black and 
Hispanic students. These declines become all the 
mbre alarming when compared to statewide popula- 
tion trends, which show increases among ethnic 
minority grbups. 

Because California's Community Colleges are the 
major point of entry into the State workfofce and to 
pqstsecbhdary education for these students, these de- 
clines could have grim long-term educational arid 
ecbribmic cbrisequerices for the State if their causes 
cannot be understood and action taken on those fac- 
tors that are susceptible tb cbntrbl. The search for 
specific causes can frustrate State policy makers, of 
cbufse, sirice so many factors knbwh tb cause ehroll- 
meht shifts (such as general economic trends) are 
only marginally susceptible tb State-level policy in- 
tervention. Yet by isolating those factors that can be 
changed by that inter veritibn frbrn those that cahnbt 
is a necessary first step in effective action and is 
thus the major goal of this report. 
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The enrollment tferids and the available research oh 
the effects of the Gommanity Colleges' mandatory 
enrollment fee that have been reviewed in the pre- 
vious pages suggest the following conclusions re- 
garding these factors: 

1. Community College erirbllmerits are very subject 
to manipulation By State- level budgetary ac- 
tions. The two biggest drie-yeaf declines in Cbm- 
muriity College enrollments during the past 
decade— in 1978 and 1983 - occurred in the 
wake of major budgetary reductions for the Com- 
munity Colleges. 

2: Enrollments declined for all income arid racial 
groups in the first year after the imposition of 
the statewide enrollment fee. Financial aid that 
was appropriated tb mitigate the negative effect 
of the fee did not have its desired impact iri the 
first yeari apparently because it was poorly ad- 
ministered. Adjustments to make the distribu- 
tion of the fee more efiicierit that were made in 
the second year may have helped to reverse the 
first-year josses in the second year bf the fee. 
accounting for an overall 1 percent increase in 
enrollments in that year. 

3. Factors influencing these declines other than the 
fee arid firiaricial aid were general ecbnomic con 
ditions, a decline in the number of high school 
graduates, arid chariges in the starting dates for 
fall semester classes. 

4. Not surprisirigly, Cbirimuhity College student 
enrollments show sensitivity to prices, as illus- 
trated most stfbrigly iri their pbst-fee shift away 
from taking two to three courses to taking only 
one course. The fact that the fee legislation 
allowed students to take one course for |15, 
while two or more courses cbst $50, prbbably ex- 
plains a great deal of this shift: The "drop fee" 
that went into effect iri Fall 1983 also appears to 
have deterred some students from returning. 

5. The statewide fee seeriis tb have had a particu- 
larly negative effect on Black students. Display 
11 on page 14 -hows overall erirbUmerit changes 
following the imposition of the fee by ethnicity, 
and compares .statev^ide declines to thbse that 
occurred in two large urban districts. As this 
display shows, the decline iri Black erirbllriierits 
that tbbk place in large urban districts was much 
higher than the Statewide average, perhaps be- 
cause of other factors (such as the need for 



DISPLAY 11 Ehrollment Changes in Ail €arifbrnia Community College Districts and in the Los Angeles 
and Los Rios Districts, by Ethnicity. Between Fall 1983 and Fall 19S5 

- ■ - _Numher Percent 

EtMic Grbup District Fali 1983 Fall 1985 ehange Change 

All Students All Districts 1,072,392 991,658 -80;734 -7 5% 

Los Angeles District 119,690 93,026 -26;664 -22.3 

Los Ribs District 42,492 37,764 -4,728 -11:1 

White All Districts 701,713 645,639 -56;074 -8 0 

Lbs Angeles District 40,254 34;246 -6;068 -14:9 

Los Ribs District 27,424 24,959 -2,465 -9.0 

Hispanic All Districts 132,611 126;930 -5,681 4.3 

Lbs Angeles District 24,280 20;515 -3,765 -15.5 

Los Rios District 2,961 2,863 -98 -3.3 

Black All Districts 95,660 77;207 -18,453 -19.3 

Lbs Angeles 24,677 15;670 -9;007 -36.5 

Lbs Ribs 4,376 3,285 -1,091 -24.9 

Asian and All Districts 105,147 108,952 +3,805 +3.6 

Pacific Islander Los Angeles 12,243 10.984 -1,259 -10.3 

Los Ribs 3,517 3,106 -411 -11.7 

American Indian All Districts 7,009 13,619 -3,390 19 9 

Lbs Angeles 752 521 -237 -30.7 

Los Ribs 743 707 -36 -4.8 

Otherand All Districts 29,248 26,162 -3;l86 -10.9 

No Response Los Angeles 17,484 11,099 -6;394 -36.6 

Lbs Ribs 3,471 2,844 -627 -18.1 

Source: Chancellery, California Community Colleges, and Los Angeles and Los Rio Community College Districts; 



students to work and the early start of classes) 6. 
that contributed to enrollment declines. Black 
enrbllmehts are declining throughout the coun- 
try, and so it is not possible at this time to de- 
termirie whether California s declines were 
caused by conditions unique to this Slate or 
whether they are merely part of the larger phe- 7. 
nomenon affecting Black students nationally. 
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The implementation of the statewide fee with 
bnly a six-month warningperiod fi'om the Gover- 
nor and the Legislature did not allow sufficient 
time for "the system" -- especially the financial 
aid system - to prepare for the change . 

The negative effect of the state wide fee on enroll- 
ments may not be lung term: Systemwide enroll- 
ments increased slightly in 1985, and even the 

21 



large urban districts such as Los Angeles and 
Los Rios are showing signs of growth in 1986, 
This growth may be also attributable to the fact 
that Community College budgets arid State- 
ieV^I policy regarding them have remained 
stable between 1984 and 1986. 

8. The quality of the information avaiiable to guide 
State policies is unfortunately riot as good as it 
should be. The Field Research Corporation data 
from the 1983-1985 period tells a good deal 
about Community College students that is im- 
portant for policy purposes, matching as it does 
their educational aspirations with their educa- 



tional, ecbripmic, and racial characteristics. Yet 
the Field Research data base cannot be compared 
with comparable irifprmatipri pri students collect- 
ed in prior years or for the other public segments 
of education, because rip sUch irifprriiatibn exists. 
Without such contextual information, there is no 
analytic way to separate the shbrt-terrii enrdll- 
merit trends in the 1983 through 1985 period 
from long-term economic, demographic, arid so- 
cial forces affecting enrollments. It should be a 
high priority for the State to ensure that this 
kirid of irifprmatibri is collected in an ongoing 
and systematic fashion for at least all three pub- 
lic segments of postsecondary education. 
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4 Boar d and Commission Reeommefidaiidhs 



Recoihmehded principles 

and policies of the Board of Governors 

In December 1986, the Board of Governors identified 
four principles for use in developing fee and firiari- 
cial aid policies for the Galifornia Gommunity Col- 
leges: 



1. Community collegie fees should be low. re- 
flecting an overall policy that the State 
bears primary responsibility for the cost of 
community college education. 

2. Community college fees should be predict- 
able, changed in modest fash'on in relation 
to the cost of education, and their burden 
should be equitably distributed among stu- 
dents. 

3. Financial aid should be sufficient to offset 
fees that may pose a barrier to the access of 
low income students. 

Fee and financial aid policies should be con- 
sistent with fiscal and academic policies in 
suppbrtihg the dual objectives of access and 
excellence. 

Consistent with these principles and "in ligjit of cur- 
rent and expected future conditions," in January 
1987 the Board made these six recommendations on 
fees and financial aid: 

1. The sunset date for AB IXX should be ex- 
tended from January 1, 1988 to July 1, 
1994. 

2. The structure of the enrollment fee should 
be changed so that students pay $5 per unit 
per semester (or a quarter system equiva- 
lent) up to a maximum of $50 per semester. 

3. The enrollment fee should be adjusted in 
fFall 1988 and in Fall 1991 to reflect the 
prior three-year change in the cost of Gom- 
munity College education. [This would in- 
crease the fee to about $60 per semester in 
the Fail of 1988.1 



4: AH exist^ing fees in AB Ixx should be re- 
tained. The health services fee should be re- 
instated and the course drop fee eliminated. 

5: Adequate financial aid should be provided 
through the Board's Financial Assistance 
Program and by increasing Community 
College financial aid office staffing. 

6. Work should continue on identifying and ob- 
taining needed additional aid for certain 
Community College students whose finan- 
cial need and work limit their acdemic 
progress. 



Cbiiimissibh analysis 

of the Board's recommendations 

The Commission has evaluated the Board's recom- 
ir.endations in light of three criteria: 



1. Their consistency with existing Commission pol- 
icy recommendations affecting Gommunity Col- 
lege fees; 

2. Their consistency with the findings of studies of 
the impact of the fee oh enrollment; and 

3. Their consistency with existing law on student 
fees for California's two public universities 



Consistency with existing Ccmrnission 
policy recommendations affectihg 
Community College fees 

In its Phase I and 11 responses to Assembly Concur- 
rent Resolution 81 of 1982, the Cbmmissidh devel- 
oped these 1 1 general policy principles that apply for 
student fees and financial aid for all pdstsecondary 
education in California (1982, pp.8- 10): 

1. The State's and the students' shares in the 
cost of providing postsecdndary education 
should be explicitly identified. 
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2. The State sfiould assure that financial assis- 
tance is avaiiabie for eligible students with 
deihohstrated need. When student charges 
in public postsecondar^ education are raised, 
sufficient student financial aid must be pro- 
vided to permit attendance of students who 
cannot afford the increase. 

3. The State should assure that financial assis- 
tance is available for eligible students with 
derhonstrated financial need. When student 
charges in public postsecohdary education 
are raised, sufficient student financial aid 
must be provided to permit attendance of 
students who cahhbt afford the increase. 

4. Student charge and financial aid policies 
should permit students to choose public edu- 
catidnal institutions most appropriate to 
their abilities and goals. 

5. State policy should provide an equitable and 
cmsistent procedure for establishing and ad- 
justing student charges. Such policy should 
taken into accbuht the relationship among 
levels of charges in the three public segments 
and the influence of those levels on student 
enrollment patterns. It should also assure 
that increases are gTadual and moderate and 
predictable within reasonable ranges, in 
order to avoid disrupting phgbihg ihstitu- 
tibhal programs and student expectations. 

6. The State should adopt policies providing for 
greater consistency in the public subsidy for 
Gommuhity College course offerings and re- 
strict priority for State subsidy to thbse 
courses that offer clear public benefits in ad- 
dition to individual benefits. 

7. the State should assure stable, cbntihuing 
funding of State-based and institution-based 
student financial aid programs. 

8. Subject to explicit State policy ceilings, as 
students undertake advanced postsecondary 
study, they should be expected tb make 
greater financial contributions for that 
opportunity. 

9. Student charge policies shbuld be as fair and 
equitable as possible: 

10. Decisions to increase or decrease enrollments 
in particjllaf fields shbuld be implemented 
through State and segmental academic plan- 
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nirig and budgeting decisibhSi rather than by 
increases or redactions in student charges. 

11. State policy on use of student charge reven- 
ues shbuld hot restrict the ability bf the seg- 
raehts to preserve access and quality. 

In Phase III bf Jts response tb ACR 81, when the 
Commission specifically addressed questions of stu- 
dent fees in the Community Cblleges, it adopted 
these six additional principles (1983, p. 9): 

12. Any hew general student charge or new fi- 
nancial aid structure shbuld be accompanied 
by plans and procedures to evaluate its im- 
pact ori access arid quality. 

13. Use of revenues frbm a general student 
charge in the Community Colleges should be 
consistent with local district gbverhirig board 
authority and responsibility. 

14. Revenues from a general student charge in 
the Community colleges shbuld be considered 
part of the overall support for college opera- 
tions. 

15. Students' share bf the cost bf their State sup- 
ported education should not be affected by 
where within Califbf riias they reside. 

16. A general charge shbuld be imposed bh Com- 
munity College students only if the revenues 
from such a charge, when cbmbined with 
other revenues, would preserve the ability of 
the Community Colleges tb maintain access 
and qualioty. 

17. Students in similar circumstances through- 
out California's public segments shbuld be 
treated similarly by State financial assist- 
ance prolicios regardless of the segment 
which they attend, asnd the State should use 
a common methodology to assure equitable 
treatment. 

The Commission then bffered these nine policy rec- 
ommendations regarding Community College fund- 
ing, fees, and financial aid (pp. 12-40): 

1. The State should provide for sufficient re- 
sources to the Community Colleges to pre- 
vent the erosibn bf access and quality in a 
time of fiscal stringency. Additional support 
from traditional sources would best serve this 
goal. 
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2. If the choice facing the State is one of severe- 
ly curtailing Community College enrpll- 
meritSi further reducing levels of suppnort and 
thereby inhibiting the ability of the State 
and colleges to provide the cohditiohs under 
which access and quality can be fostered, or 
imposing a general student charge, then a 
modest charge should be imposed and the 
State should provide suflicieht financial aid 
to oifset the impact of the charge on students 
with demonstrated financial heed. 

3. General student charges in the Cpmmuhity 
Colleges should be mandatory for all stu- 
dents in all districts except those enrolled in 
State-supported non-credit courses. 

4. General student charges should contain a dif- 
ferential level for students taking fewer than 
six units per term. 

5. Revenues from general student charges 
should be treated the same as l(H:aI property 
taxes in the apportionment process and 
should not be restricted for categorical pur- 
poses. 

6. If a general student charge is continued after 
its first year, its level should be set and ad- 
justed by a regular process that is consistent 
with the method adopted for use in the Uni- 
versity of California and the California otate 
University - that is, within a specified per- 
centage range of the average of the sum of 
State General Fund appropriations and prop- 
erty tax revenues for the previous three 
years for the support of full-time equivalent 
students in public pbstsecohdary education. 

7. The Board of (]k)verhbre sho consider the 
advantages and disadvantages of authorizing 
local community college dist^ to (aMevy a 
district general charge of up to 10 percent of 

: the State general charge, and (b) utilize all 

revenues derived from such a charge within 
the district to meet local educatidnal heeds of 
high priority. 

8. If a general student charge is instituted in 
the Community Colleges, the State should 
provide financial assistance to students with 
demonstrated financial need whose ability to 
attend pbstsecondary education institutions 
would be jeopardized by the impositidh of a 
charge or by an increase in student charges. 
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Such assistance should be prpvided through 
pprpgrams that assure equitable treatment of 
students with similar resources and needs. 

9. the State should assure that resources are 
available to fund estimated increases in ad- 
ministrative workload that are documehted 
as stemmihg from the collection of manda- 
tory student charges and the distribution of 
additiohal fihahcial aid. 

lb. Charges for ancillary services, activities and 
materials should remain user charges that 
reflect the actual costs of providing specific 
materials, services or activities to the 
studehts who participate ih or use them. 

The Commission concludes that the Board of Gov- 
ernors' recommendations on fees and financial aid 
are. For the most part, consistent with these prin- 
ciples. 

Consisteruy with findings of studies 
of the enrollment impact of the fee 

Two findings from studies of the impact of the fee on 
enrollments are germane to the Board's recommend- 
ed changes: 

1. The ehrollmeht shifts ailer the fee was imposed 
were especially pronounced among students tak- 
ing fewer than five uhits. This shift appears to be 
directly attributable to the structure of the fee 
which charged studehts taking five units or less 
$5 per unit, whereas students taking more than 
five units had to pay rhe full $50 fee. The Board of 
Governors' recbmmehdatioh to change the fee 
structure to charge $5 unit up lo a maximum of 
$50 per semester is designed to reduce the incen- 
tive for students to take only one class in order to 
reduce their iees. 

2. There is some evidence fi-om follbw-up studies of 
non-returning students by the Los Rios Commahi- 
ty CpnegeJJistrict that the "drop fee" exacerbated 
the enrollment declines that occurred after the eh- 
rpllmeht fee went into efiect A high percentage of 
these students would have had to pay drop fees in 
additibh to the enrbllnieht fee, a financial burden 
that they could not overcome. 

The drop fee was implemented by the Legislature 
the year before the enrollment fee ^yent into effect, 
and at the time it was viewed by some policy 
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makers as a reasonable alternative to a general 
enrollment fee. The logic to the drop fee was to 
create a financial disincentive to students who 
''shopped'Vexcess^ for courses, only to drop out 
in the middle of the term. The general ehrdllmeht 
fee probably accomplishes that end, thus making 
the drop fee redundant the Board of Governors' 
recomiriendatibh to elirhihate the drop fee is 
designed to address that redundancy. 

The Commission thus concludes that the Board of 
Governors' recommendations are, for the most part, 
consistent with findings about the enrollment im- 
pact of the fee as presently structured. 



Consistency with current law with respect 
to Ike UniversUy of California 
and the California State University 

Cufrent law oh genera student fees forCalifornia's 
two public universities was developed and put into 
law with Senate Bill 195 (Maddy, Chapter 1523, 
Statutes of 1985). which sunsets on August 31, 1990. 
in general, that legislatidh implenlehted 
principires set forth by the Commission in jPhases I 
and II of its response to ACRSI. Nonetheless, several 
specific aspects of current law either go beyond the 
ACR 81 principles or contradict them; 

1. SB 195 prohibits revenues from student fees being 
used to pay for gehieral ihstructional purpNOses. 
This contradicts the Gommission's recommen- 
dation that studerit fee revenues hot be restricted 
in such a manner as to inhibit their use for high 
priority instructional purposes. 

2. There is no provision for students' share of educa- 
tional costs to increase at higher educational 
levels. The specific recommendation to charge 
graduate students more for their educational 
costs was hot implemented. 

3. The mechanism for increasing or decreasing stu- 
dent fees is set to be either the three-year moving 
average of changes in the amount of state support 
provided per unit of statewide equivalent full- 
time enrollment or 10 percent, whichever is less. 
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4. All mandatory fees are to be fixed at least 13 
months prior to the fall term iii which they be- 
come effective. 

5. Mandatory fees are to be set by the gbyerhing 
boards of each segment pursuant to these policies 
after consultation with studerit representatives. 

Less consistency exists between the Board's recom- 
mendations about Community College fees and cur- 
rent law with respect to the two public university 
systems than between the Board's recbmmehdations 
and those of the Commission or the findings of stud- 
ies of fee impact. Since the Commission holds that 
fee policies among the three segments should be gen- 
erally consistent, it believes that disceparicies be- 
tween several Board recommendations and current 
fee policies for the two universities needs to be recon- 
ciled. 

The three areas of discrepancy are: 

1. Sunset date: The Board recbihiriehds extending 
the sunset date in ABlxx to 1994, while the fee 
policy for the two universities under SB 195^Un- 
sets in 1990. This separation of the three seg- 
ments in statute would have two undesirable 
consequences (1) requiring that the Legisla- 
ture and Gov*3rnor reconsider pdstsecoridary fee 
policy at least twice rather than once in the next 
decade, and (2) isolating the Community Col- 
leges from their sister segments in those re- 
considerations. 

2. Fee adjustment procedures: The Board recbm- 
mends adjusting the enrollment fee in Fall 1988 
and every three years thereafter based on the 
prior three-year change in the cost of Communi- 
ty College education. SB 195 also requires that 
fees in the two universities be adjusted on the 
basis of the prior three-year average change in 
costs, but it requires these changes to be made 
annually rather than every three years. This 
diflererice would ensure that the Community 
Colleges are isolated from the two other public 
segments in budgetary cbnsideration of fees and 
financial aid. 

3. Use of fee revenues: Under current law, Commu- 
nity College enrollment fee revenues are avail- 
able for general-purpose use, including pitying 
the costs of iristruction. Yet current law for the 
two public universities prohibits the use of stu- 
dent fee revenues for instructional purposes. 
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(This prbhibitibh, it shbu'd be noted, is incon- 
sistent with the Commission's principie that 
State policy on the use of student charge rev- 
enues should not restrict the ability of the seg- 
ments to preserve access and quality. ) 



Commission recommendations 

Based on the above analysis, the Commission offers 
these eight recommendations to the Governor and 
Legislature on Cbiriihuhity college fees and student 
aid: 

!• The Commissibh recbmmehds extending the 
sunset date for ARlXX from January 1, 1988, 
to Au^st 31c 1990, to cbihcide vrtth the 
sunset^ date for 88195, the fee le^slation 
thiU affecti the ot^ two segments. Fee and 
financial aid policy for the three public 
segments can theii be i-e-evaliiated together. 

2. The Commissibh reebmmehds^ t&at t&e 
structure of the enrollment fee be changed 
so that students t^Uohg su or fewer units 
pay a fee of $30 per semester and those 
taking seyen units or more pay a fee bf $50 
per semester. 

The Commission supports a change in the struc- 
ture of the fee jfrom per unit for 
five units or less and $50 per semester for six 
uniti or rnbre._ However ,_the Cbmmis is con- 
cerned that the Boards' recommended position to 
structure thj_ fej at $5 per unit up tb a $50 maxi- 
mum will not remove students' incentive to take 
only one class i order to pay _t he miriimum 
St the time that the Commission recommended 
against the per unit fee in Phase III of its re- 
sponse to ACR 81 , it stated (1983, pp: 28-29): 

A per-unit charge contains powerful disin- 
ceritiyes agfunst students taking more units 
and can lengthen the already long time tt 
takes students to achieve their educational 
bbjectives or earn degrees. 

In years when a per-unit charge is raised 
appreciably^ stld Ukely to respond 

by taking fewer units. Such a response 
could have a major effect on over 
support levels for ehrbllment but wbuld nbt 
necessarily have the same efiTect on 
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headcoant enrollment and the number of 
students requinng services. For example, 
when Nevada switched from a flat to a per- 
iinit charge structure some years ago, the 
average credit load of students dropped a 
full Unit the first year arid has cgntiriued tb 
decline steadily every year since then: In 
Florida, increases in per-unit fees at state 
university campuses resulted in no 
appreciable change in headcdurit 
enrol Imehts, but a 10 percent drop in full- 
time-equivalent studer:ts and a related re- 
duction in overall state support. 

Finally, a per-uhit charge structure is ex- 
{>ensive to administer in terms of levying 
charges, cbllecithg them, arid providirig re- 
funds when students drop courses during 
ariy term. 

3. The Comihissibn recommends that the en- 
roiiment fee be changed in the Fall of 1988 
ami again eve to reflect the 
prior three-year change in the cost of Com- 
munity College education. (This policy v/otxli 
increase the fee by $10 per semester in Fall 1988, 
with predictably Ibwer aririual iricreases there- 
after:) 

4. The Commission supports the eUminatidh of 
the drop fee, as well as reinstatement of the 
optional health services fee. 

5. The Commission supports the Board of 
Governors' fifth recdminen that ade- 
quate financial aid be provided through the 
Board*s Financial Assisance Program axid 
by addressing the problem of Community 
College financial aid office staffing. 

6. The Commission supports the Board's sixth 
recommendatidii that work cphtihue_ oh 
idehtii^rihg and obtaihihg needed additional 
aid for certain <;dmmunity college students 
whose financial heed and work limit their 
academic progress. 



7. The Commission recommends that, consis- 
tent with current law siffectihg Califbrhia's 
two pubiic universities, consultation take 



place with Community Coliege students on 
Coiniihuhity College fee policies. 

8. Finally, the Commission recommends that 
the data cbllectibh effort required by 
ABlxx for Community Coliege students be 
continued and extended to the two public 
universities. 



The study by the Field Research Cdfpdratidri for 
thig Board of Governors for the first time pro- 
vided data on the economic, demographic, and 
ehrdiimeht characteristics of a statewide sample 
of these students. This information is invaluable 
to the State in making well-informed fee and 
financial aid policy and should be obtained on 
students in all three segments. 
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Issue 



Current Law and Rpcornniphdatiohs on /s.suf?.s Rpgarding the Community College 
Enrollment Fee and Financia! A id 



Current Law 



Board of Gbverhbrs' 
Recbmmeridatiohs 



ComrriissiQh 
Recommendations 



1. 



Fee sunset 
date 



January 1, 19S8 



July 1, 1994 



August 3i, 1990, in 
ovder to coincide with 
the sunset date of SB 
195 



2. Structure of 
the enrollment 
fee 



$50 for six units and 
above: $5 per unit 
below six units 



$5 per unit up to a 
maximum charge of 
$50 



$50 for seven units and 
above; :53d for six units 
and b^ldw 



3. Procedure 
for adjusting 
the fee 



None 



Once every three years 
beginning in Fall 1988 
to reflect the prior three- 
year change in the cost 
of Community College 
education 



Annually each year 
beginning in Fall 1988 
to reflect the prior three- 
year change in the cost 
of Com munity College 
education 



4. The drop fee 



Retained 



Eliminate the drop fee 



Same as the Board of 
Governors 



5. the health 
services fee 



Eliminated as a 
district option 



Reiristate the^health fee 
at the option of the local 
governing board 



Same as the Board of 
Governors 



6* Board 
Financial 
Assistance 
Program 



the Board Financial 
Assistance Program 
is established to 
defray the cost of fee 
for needy students 



Cphtiriue the Board 
Financial Assistance 
Program and expand 
both the program and 
stafling to the extent 
that resources permit 



Same as the Board of 
Governors 



7. Financial aid 



No explicit provision 



Work;i: :?uld continue 
on identifying and 
obtaining needed 
financial aid 



Same as the Board of 
Governors 



8* Cohsultatidh 
with siudehts 



None required 



No recommendation 



The Board of Gove r nor s 
should consult with 
student representatives 
prior to recommending 
fee policies 
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9. Data_ ^ $1 00,000 appropriated 

collection for a three-year survey 

of the demographic, 
economic and academic 
characteristics of 
students 

rce: Cailfornia Postsecondary Educatioa Commission: 



No recommendation 
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Continuation and 
expansion of data 
collection effort 
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CALIFORNIA POSTSEGONDARY EDUCATION COMMISSION 



THE Califprhia Pbstsecdndarv M Commis- 
sion is a citizen board established in 1974 by the Leg- 
islature arid Gb^v^^ efforts of 
Galifornia's colleges and universities and to provide 
iridependertt, ribri-partisari policy analysis and recom- 
mendations to the Governor and Legislature: 

Members of the Cbhimissibri 

The Com rniss ion cons i of 15 members. Nine repre- 
sent the general public, with three each appointed for 
six-year terrns by the_ (5^^ Senate Rules 

Committee, and the Speaker of the Assembly. The 
other six represerit the major segments of postsecond- 
ary education in California: 

As of March 1987, the Commissioners representing 
the general public are: 

Seth P. Bruriher, Sacramento 

C. Thomas Dean, Long Beach, Chairperson 

Seymbur M. Farber, M.D., San Francisco 

Cruz Reynoso, Los Angeles 

Lowell J. Paige, ElMacerb 

Roger C: Pettitt, Los Angeles 

Sharbri N. Skbg,_ Mountain View, Vice Chairperson 
Thomas E. Stang, Los Angeles 
Stepheri P. Teale, MokelumneHill 

Representatives bf the segmerits are: 

Yori Wada, San Francisco; representing the Regents 
of the University of California 

Claudia H, Hampton, Los Angeles; representing the 
Trustees of the California State University 

Arthur H. Margbsian, Fresrib; representing the 
Board of Governors of the California Gornmunity Col- 
leges 

Pbriald A. Henrickseh, San Marino; representing 
California's independent colleges and universities 

Harry Wugalter, Thousand Oaks; representing the 
Council for Private Postsecondary Educational Insti- 
tutions 

Angle Papadakis, Palos Verdes; representing the 
California State Board of Education 



Fuhctibhs of the Commission 

The Commission is charged by the Legislature and 
Governor to "assure the effective utilizatibri bf public 
postsecondary education resources, thereby eliminat- 
ing waste and unnecessary duplication, and to prb- 
mote diversity, innovation, and responsiveness to 
student and societal needs." 

To this end, the Cbmmissibri cbriducts indepehderit 
reviews of matters afTectihg the 2,600 institutions of 
postsecondary educatibri iri Califorriia, including 
Community Colleges, four-year colleges, universi- 
ties, and professional and occupational schbbls. 

As an advisory planning arid cbbrdiriatirig body, the 
Commissibri does not administer or govern any insti- 
tutions, nor does it approve, authorize, or accredit 
any of them. Instead, it cooperates with other state 
agencies and non-governmental groups that perforril 
these functions, while operating as an independent 
board with its own staff and its own specific duties of 
evaluation, coordinatiori, and planning. 

Operation bf the Cbmmissibh 

The Commission holds regular meetings throughout 
the year at which it debates arid takes action bh staff 
studies and takes positions on proposed legislation 
affecting^ education beyond the high schbbl iri Cali- 
fornia. By law, the Commission's meetings are open 
to the public. Requests to address the Cbmrriissibri 
rnay be made by writing the Commission in advance 
or by submitting a request prior to the start of a meet- 
ing. 

The Cbmmissioh's day-to-day work is carried out by 
its staff in Sacramento, under the guidance of its ex- 
ecutive director, William H. Pickens, who is appoint- 
ed by the Commission 

The Commission issues some 30 to 40 reports each 
year bri major issues confronting California postsec- 
ondary education. Recent reports are listed on the 
back cbver. 

Further irifprmatiori about the Commission, its meet- 
ings, its staff, and its publications may be obtained 
from the Cbriirhissibn offices at 1020 Twelfth Street, 
Third Floor, Sacramento, CA 98514-3985; telephone 
(916) 445-7933. 
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Statewide Fees in the California Community Colleges 
California Postsecondary Education Commission Report 87-1 



ONE of a series of reports published by the Gommis- 
siori as part of its planning and coordinating respon- 
sibilities. Additional copies may be obtained without 
charge from the Publications OSice^ California Post- 
secondary Education Commission, Third Floor, 1020 
twelfth Street, Sacramento, California 98514-3985. 

Other recent reports of the Comimission incl ude: 

86-30 Conflicts in State Policies Governing Under- 
graduate Enrollment at California's Public Universi- 
ties: An Analysis in Response to Language in the 
Supplemental Report of the 1985 Budget Act (De- 
cember 1986) 

86-31 Student Financial Aid in California: To Close 
the Widening Gyre (December 1986) 

86-32 Effects of the Mandatory Statewide Fee on 
Galifornia Community College Snrollments: A Stall 
Report to the California Postsecondary Education 
Commission (December 1986) 

86-33 Retention of Students in Engineering: A Re- 
pnort to the Legislature in Response to Senate Con- 
current Resolution 16(1985) (December 1986) 

86-34 Evaluation of the C^alifornia Mathematics 
Prcyect:i^A Report to the Legislature in Respone to 
Senate Bill 424 (Chapter 196 of the Statues of 1986) 
(December 1986) 

86*35 Health Sciences Education in California, 
1985-86: The Fourth in a Series of Rjenhial Reports 
to the Governor and Legislature in Respojise to As- 
sembly Bill 1748 (Chapter 600, Statutes of 1976) 
(December 1986) 

86-36 1986 Reauthorization of the Federal Higher 
Education Act of 1965: A Staff Report to the Califor- 
nia Postsecondary Education Commission (Decem- 
ber 1986) 

86^7 The State Appropriations JLimit: The:"'Gann 
Ceiling." A Presentation to the Califorjiia Postsec- 
ondary Education Commission by Kevin Gerard 
Woolfork and Suzanne Xess (December 1986) 

86-38 Expanding: Educational Opportunities for 
Students with Disabilities*. A Report to the Governor 
and Legisiattsre by the Intersegmental Planning 
Committee on Assembly Concurrent Resolution 3 
(Published for the Committee by the California P^^ 
^^ry E^^^^^i^'^ Cbmmiss December 1986) 
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87-2 W dmeh arid Miriorities iri California Public 
Postsecondary Education: Their Employment, Class- 
ification, and Compensation, 1975-1985. The Fourth 
in the Commission's Series of Biennial Reports on 
Equal Employment Opportunities in California's 
Public Colleges and Universities (February 1987) 

87-3 Issues Related to Funding of Research at the 
University of California: A Report to the Legislature 
in Response to Suppleniental Language in the 1985 
Budget Act (February 1987) 

87-4 The California State University's South 
drange County Satellite Center A Rep^^rt to the 
Governor and Legislature in Response to a Request 
from the California State University for Funds to 
Operate an Off-Campus Center in Irvine (February 
1987) 

87-5 Proposed Construction of San Orego State Uni- 
versity's Noi'th County Center: A Report to the Gov- 
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